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to the transfer of native territory to the Union. Assent to such Bills
would be given or withheld on the advice of South African Ministers.
 (c)	Under the provisions of the Colonial Laws Validity Act,
1865,1 dominion legislation would be held void if repugnant to an
Act of the Imperial Parliament applying to such Dominion.2 The
Conference recommended that this Act should cease to apply to
the Dominions which would thus secure the power to amend any
such Acts. Examples of such Acts were Acts of the Imperial Parlia-
ment relating to fugitive offenders, extradition, foreign enlistment,
e.g. Extradition Act, 1870, and Fugitive Offenders Act, 1881.
 (d)	The Dominions had no general power to pass legislation
taking effect outside their own territories, e.g. to punish crimes
committed abroad.8 The extent of this limitation was difficult to
define,4 but it was of grave inconvenience in relation not only to
criminal law, but, e.g. to the control of dominion forces abroad,
The Conference recommended the abolition of this limitation. A
Dominion and probably also a Colony may—apart from the Statute
of Westminster—pass legislation having extra-territorial operation
where such is necessary to give effect to enactments which are within
the competence of the Dominion as being for the peace, order and
good government of the Dominion: Croft v* Dunphy, [1933] A,C.
156; J. & Y. 104, though it has been doubted whether the authority
of this case extends beyond customs law. It has been suggested—
and the point is still of importance in regard to the Australian States
since the abolition of the limitation by the Statute does not operate
there—that the test is whether the law in question does not, in some
aspects and relations, bear upon the peace, order and good govern-
ment of the Dominion either generally or in respect to specific subjects:
Trustee Executors and Agency Co, Ltd. v. Federal Commissioner of
Taxation (1933), 49 C.L.R. 220; J. & Y. 107.
(e) The Imperial Parliament still had legal power to legislate for
the Dominions. In fact, this power was by constitutional usage
only exercised at the request and with the consent of the Dominions,
and the Conference recommended that the constitutional convention
should receive legislative recognition.
(/) The Constitution of Canada could, as we have seen, only be
amended by an Act of the Imperial Parliament, and an Act of the
Imperial Parliament was also necessary for the amendment of
sections 1 to 8 of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution
Act, 1900. Any enlargement of the powers of Canada or Australia
in this respect would have affected both the Provinces and States
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